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10: W. E. Dunnick, Vice President oare. _ February 28, 1972

FROM: P, Tandler, Technical Manager

SUBJECT: REVISED CAPITAL AND OPERATING COST ESTIMATES
FOR CERRO WATER POLLUTION CONTROL EVALUATION

~ At the writer's request, Mr. Jones of Monsanto Enviro-Chem has made

several corrections and revisions to the process evaluation and cost
estimate report dated February 1, 1972.

These revisions do not change the conclusions reached as to the most
economical course to pursue, but tend to further strengthen the pre-
viously expressed preference for Case I-B, which in its scope'is equiv-
alent to Case 3 from Monsanto Enviro-Chem's reports to the Village =~
dated December 31, 1971 and February &4, 1972, using the chemical pro-
cess only.

A second choice would be Case 1I-B, which is equivalent to Case 4 of
the village Report with chemical treatment only. In this case, the
use of cooling towers and distribution piping would reduce flow to
the treatment plant about 30 percent, but would require additional

capital and operating costs internally, for a net increase of $8,000.00
per annum,
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Monsanto 10 SOUTH RIVERSIDE PLAZA / CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60606 / (312) 762-5041

Envjro- {.‘
] Che
Systllls Inc.

February 1, 1972
Revised 2/23/72

Mr. Paul Tandler
Technical Manager

Cerro Copper and Brass Co.
Sauget, Illinois

Dear Mr. Tandler:

As was discussed at our meeting on January 20, and in
the subsequent phone conversation of January 24 four
alternatives will be considered for treatment of the
Cerro waste waters.

In Figure 1 the flow alternatives have been outlined.
Inplant treatment for Schemes IITI and IV will involve
neutralization and clarification with a gravity
thickener for concentration of the sludge to
approximately 3% by weight.

Note Figure 2 for the flow diagram. Storm flows in
excess of the normal Cerro treatment plant flows will
be bypassed to the sewer because the excess will
receive treatment within the Village system.

In Figure 3 the inplant revisions which would be
necessary for collection of the water have been noted.

A new sewer would be run from the shaft furnace building
North to tie in with the sewer along the North side of
the main street flowing East.

That same sewer along the North side of the street
would be blocked off at the Southwest corner of the
Foundry Area Maintenance shops so as to prevent any
sanitary wastes from coming in at that point.

The effluent line from the pond would be tied into this
same line along the main street. The treatment plant
would probably be located in the Northeast section of
the Cerro property either to the West or East of Dead
Creek.

The effluent from the treatment plant could be conveyed
by either a gravity flow sewer or a force main to the
Route 3 trunk sewer. This line would convey both the
cooling water discharge from Midwest and the treated
effluent from the Cerro plant.
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Mr. Paul Tandler

Cerro Copper and Brass Co.
February 1, 1972

Page 2

The force main cost including pumping station would
be approximately $115,000 which would be $30,000 to
$40,000 more than a shallow gravity sewer.

In Table 1 the capital costs for alternatives I through
IV have been listed with a Case A and a Case B.
Case A includes the total Village treatment system and

Case B assumes that the activated carbon system is not
constructed.

The costs for Alternatives I and II were taken directly
from the Village Report, "Capital and Operating Cost
Breakouts for the Village of Sauget Waste Water
Treatment System - December 31, 1971."

Alternates III and IV include the capital cost for
treatment of sanitary wastes and storm water in the
Village system as well as the cost for inplant sewer
changes, the treatment system and the force main .to
convey the effluent to the Route 3 trunk sewer.

Capital cost estimates for the reduction in flow for
Alternatives II, III and IV must be supplied by Cerro.
‘As an approximation for Cases II, III, and IV, we have
included capital figures for cooling towers and a
distribution system for the cooling tower water.

In Table 2 the direct and indirect costs have been
listed assuming ten years straight line depreciation
for the towers and distribution system, and five years
depreciation for the Cerro treatment facility.

The capital numbers in Table 1 indicate that if the
Village installs the entire system, flow reduction and
inplant treatment would be about as costly to Cerro as
sending all of their waste to the Village.

If the entire system is not installed or Case B is

chosen, inplant flow reduction and treatment would be
more costly to Cerro.

The operating cost figures in Table 2 indicate that

treatment in the Village system would be ch2aper than
inplant treatment.
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Mr., Paul Tandler

Cerro Copper and Brass Co.
February 1, 1972

Page 3

We, therefore, recommend that Cerro discharge their waste
water to the Village and that inplant water reductions

be investigated in order to accurately determine the
possible reductions in capital cost for Cerro's waste

treatment.
{ /
)/, -/,mm
. L.{/ﬁhes
Technical Services Manager
JLJ/smh
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ALTERNATIVE

Village Plant

Inplant
Treatment

Sewer
Modificgtions

Subtotal

Inplant
Modifications

TOTAL

JLJ/smh
2/1/72

Revision 2/23/72
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1052

1052
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TABLE 1

~ CERRO COPPER

CAPITAL COSTS FOR TREATMENT

cITE S /-"nda)
7/

Cose ¥ o

VicirrGe IX (viiase lernny) IIL
B A B A B
578 s 475 87 59
0 o 0 750 750
0 | 0 0 160 160
578 gl 475 997 969
0 200 ggg 200 299
578 1049 675 1197 1169.

ALL COSTS EXPRESSED IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS
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Alternative
Directs A

Village 73,000

Cerro
Chemicals
Utilities
Labor
Mainten.
Sludge
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TABLE 2

CERRO COPPER & BRASS CO.
OPERATING COSTS FOR TREATMENT

C.OV\" Y Faom

Total

Directs 73,000

Indirects
Village 83,000

‘Cerro-
Reuse (10 yr; 0

Treat. (5 ¥Tr) o

Total

Indirects 83,000

CoFe T rn
Mwuwﬁt.ﬁﬂwui)
B A
57,000 61,000
0 1,000
0 3,000
0 0
0 4,000
0 0
57,000 69,000
40,000 65,000
0 20,000
0 0
40,000 85, 000

Total

Op. Cost $156,000 $97,000

Revision 2/23/72

154,000

I1 Ve BC Lcron7s I11

B a B

45,000 - -
1,000 17,000 17,000
3,000 6,000 6,000
0 15,000 15,000
4,000 19, 000 19,000
0 12,000 12,000
53,000 69,000 69,000
32,000 1,000 1,000
20,000 20,000 20,000
0 150,000 150,000
52,000 171,000 171,000
105,000 = 240,000 240,000

v
A B

13,000 13,000
4,500 4,500
15,000 15,000
14,000 14,000
12,000 12,000
58,500 58,500
1,000 1,000
35,000 35,000
75,000 75,000
111,000 111,000
169,500 169,500




